Atachment G

Department of Agriculture
and Rural Development

VETERINARY SERVICE

3 Dccember 2002
Dear Ms Strahinoon

Thank you for your letter of 11 October, and Dr Urtan's report of his sudic of Eurogtock Lad
(Establishment Number 9014) carried out by him during bls visit to Nosthern Ireland fram 2-7

Augux 2002,

1 have attached a detziled noply to e psfiits made by Dx Urban in rulation to Estsblishment
9014, though »w accapt your ¢onclusions Ia relation ta ru-fisting. Whije tio Department did
formully requast this audit it was not entircly of & awn velition. Political represeatstions
were mnde through diplamatic channels in Londoa and Dublin to support this case; and in
many woys what the Department did was ta Gcilitare an audit, bearing i mind that the USA
teans had alrcady plananed to be in [reland. [a any ether circunstances the Department would

not have facilitated such 4 request.

The Departrpent s track tecord ia this area i excellent and it had takon el reazonable steps Lo
cnsare that this plaat complied with the standards dxpected and addressed previousty
identified deficicncies. While the result of this cxceptionsl casc is acacpted we find it hdd o
accopt the consoquential deciiron to withdraw approval for prelisting esmblishments. This
canclusion and action comes 23 v considerable ize and shock for 8 number of reasonz.
Ficst it iz a2 variance with previoar full fystern audits of our Meat Hygiene systems cagrind
out by Dr Singh dunng February 1999 and by Dr Bolatad during Sune 2000 and Decanber
Z001. Secondly ms you smte tn your loticr this was a “special sudit” of an individual
establishment and pot a full Meat Hygieae system audit and the exuspalation of the findings
t0 our sygrem in general is unGair and wreasonablc, )

We fully believe that the authority for the Department of Agricalnuwe and
Northern Ircland and Rural Development to pre-list astablishments ghould be mainteined vatil
the system inspection proposed for June 2003 and ww request aa urgent digcussian about this
ronttcr hefore B decision is confirmod. :

Yours sincorely

/éﬂ%uaé:‘

R M HOUSTON
Chisf Veterinary Officer

ENC

Ms Sally Swatmoen

Acting Director

Equivalence Division, Office of International Affairs
USDaA, Food Safety & [nzpection Service
Waghiagten DC 20250

= {ted Sturcs of America
Dundonald Hause, Upper Newtwnards Roaq, Belfast HT4 IS8

= S Jelephone (028) 30 Fax (U28) 80
INVESTOR IN PEOPLE Wetisite: www.dardni.gov.uk



Apnex A

The Government of Narthem Ireland wishes to make the following comments on the
1t yeceived from FS1S of Dr Urban's audit carried out in Nortlern freland during

carly July 2002.
Establishinentt audit (page 4, last line)

Esteblishment 9014 was conducting processing operations. but these were eutirely
unrelated to the SSOP wnd HACCP plams for the product that the csuablishment
iatended to export to the US. No peraduct had been produced far US export since
Janmary 2001, some 18 months prior to this inspaction.

Establishment Operations by Establishment number (page 4)

No fiesh/frozen sansage for either hame/export market was being prodaccd in this
cstabligtunent at the time of this audft,

SANITATION CONTROLS (page 4)

We note that Dr Urban reported that the doficiencies relating to water sugply reparted
by Dr Bolstad in his audit of Decamnber 2001 had been corrected w his satisfaction.

Samitation Standard Opeainting Procedures (page 4)

1. This comrnent rclates o o picce of processing equipment that was being beld
in @ store and that bad not beea in use for some time. While accepting that the
equipment wag not cleaned properly ag it ghould bhave been if the detail of the
SSOP had besn followed, the SSOP stated that the squipment should be
weshed and sanitised again before being used. This deficiency did not
therefore presaxt agy imminent rigk to the hygiene of the procesz.

2. This relates to point 1. We fully acarpt that the equipment should have been
washed and sanitised properly before being put into storage.

3. We disagrec that the SSOP records were not descriptive epough. The
statement that the floor is dirty should be udequate for an operational record.
The requlred resulr is that the noa-compliance is corectsd, namely a floor
which is clean. Fuzther descriptive terms zhould not have 3 bearing an thart
outcome.

4, This comnmenr relares to gmall specks of dirt observed on the cutting tables at
the ume of pre-sanitation checks. Qur staff who were carrying out the check
at the time of the audlt identified the probtlamn, uncovered the cause and as
"Dr Urban's repoct states had the non-compliance comrected immediately by the
establisbment management. This new hagzard havinog now been idemtified a
corrective action can be put in place We believe this is how the zystem is
supposed to work i order to prevent the risk of ahy conlamination. We arc
concemed that you do not consider this to be the case especially as in
attachment A, youa confirm thet the 'duta colleotion instrament” addresses pre-
operational sanitation adequately. In fact the only non-complianee you record



with regurd to the SSOP duls collection insgrurnent ia that the documentation is
not completad dally. This i noet an uasurprising findlag given that we
product for US export has been produced in the plant for 12 monthsx.

Establishment Qtounds and Pest Contral (page S)

1. Az stated, our officials atc aware that the offal arca required upgrading and
were working with the cstablishment prior to the audit to correct this

deficiency,
2. Tha moth was found on the surface of the incorvectly sanitised piece of stored
cquipment montioned abave. It is passible that the equipment may bave been

ranoved from the store in ordex to accesa other equipgnent snd that the moth
hed found itz way under the machinc cover before the machine was rctumed.

Estoblishmient Construction/Maintenaoer (page S)

The pon-compliances lisod relate 1o routine an-going maiatcnance which &g the audit
seport states werz scheduled for correction ,

Dregsing rooms/Lavatories

The waste receptacle had been moved from besida the wash- hand basin ry outside the
dqor.

Equipmcnt apd Utenails

1. Tbe dirly trays were observed by the esublishmant employec during ber pre-
opetation check. She corrected the non-compliance jmmcdiataly, before
action by the establiztbment official was necessary, demonstratiog thar the
prec-operational checlc was «ffective.

2. The conveyer belt in question had been removed from production earlier that
week by the establishment officials. It was ot In use at the tine of the andit
and was awaiting removal from the work area for the required madntenance to
be carried out. It is our vicw that the prescnce of thiy belt is irrclevant to

this audift.

Fmployce Hygiena

Working clothes were observed in the sueet clothes dressing rooms by the
cstablistonent employee during her pre-operational check. Agnin she corrected this
non-compliance withoat reference te the establishment official demenstrating
that the system pre-operntional chocks were effective.

SLAUGHTER/PROCESSING CONTROLS (page 6)
We note that Dr Urban found that the meat inspection systent of Northern Ireland had

controls In place to cnsurc adequace pre-processing trim. procetscd product
reinopection.  identification  of ingredjents, packaging matcrials, laboratary




confirmarion, label approvals, inspector monitoring, processing equipmcnt and post-
processing handling.

HACCP Implementation (page 6)

1 Whils accepting that the HACCP plan did not include wverification
requirements for calibration of process monitoring instruments and a review of
records, it did include direct observaton of tanitoring activities and
corrective actions. These requiremncats had besn imtroducad by FS18 sinec the
Jast review and validation had been carmied out of this HACCP plan during the

year 2000.

2. We accept that the cormective actiop requiremcots for idemtifying and
climinating the cause of the deviation were not fully addressed.

3. Dr Urban accepted during the audit that an acceptabie pro-shipment roview

was in place but (hat it was oot laid out us he would-have liked it. We would
strangly gquestion whether this can thus be considered to be & non-compliance.

ENFORCEMENT CONTROLS (page 7)

Inspection System Conurals

We note that Dr Urban foand DARDN! inspection system controlz were adequate to
ensurc that products prodocad by the establishment were wialeyome, unndulterated

and properly labelled. .

The failec 10 denature the inedible product rosulted from a DARD
interpretation of the legal position that it was imappropriate_to rigorousty
enforce a patter which is currently the subjedt of count proceedings at a
Eurcpean and national lewvel,

2. The establisbinent representztives had boen infornved carlier in the week of the
audit by officials of the corrective actions required and had undertaken to
carry out the work.

These comments rciute only 10  establishment 9U14. No HQ audit of
Northern [reland’s Mcat Inspexction System was carried oul and no labomtosies or
other cstablizhments were visited as would be normal practice when carrying cut a
systern andit. 1 must therefore express my vicw that the decisior made by FS18 that
thoy will accept no further establishment catifications by the govemnment of
Northern freland is unwirranted.



